Abstract. The title of this paper contains two types of sentences which show drastically opposite illocutionary acts of denial (of John's wealth) and exclamatory emphasis (on John's wealth). This paper attempts to explore the linguistic and pragmatic processes which could account for their different origins by drawing on the notions of pseudo-comparative sentences and Modus Tollens, and by fruitfully exploring them in the contexts of English and Chinese (Mandarin and Cantonese). We show that gradability of attributes could account for differences between the opposite illocutionary forces in English, and that the addition of identity of the attributes being compared could account for differences in English and Chinese. Furthermore, other factors such as different epithets and their use as well as their infixation in disyllabic words could account for some usual differences between Mandarin and Cantonese.
Relationship between syntactic negation, pragmatic denial, and Modus Tollens
Increasing interest has been drawn to the use of language in context, especially the analysis of illocutionary force. In this paper I hope to draw attention to the use of a range of expressions whose variable syntactic order conveys obvious meaningful differences.
Take the following as a conversational exchange between speakers A and B.
1.
A: John is rich.
B could respond in the affirmative or negative:
2. B: (a) Oh yes, John is rich ! (affirmative) (b) Oh no, John is not rich ! (negative) (2b) is B's simple negation of (1) by pragmatically not accepting the truth value of the proposition contained in (1), or by B disagreeing or denying the truth value of the proposition in (1). In Table 1 below, there are examples of other utterances which carry the illocutionary force of denial in their respective sentences.
3. John is rich, like I am the Queen of Sheba ! 4. John is rich, like I am a monkey's uncle ! 5. John is rich, like I am the Premier of China ! 6. John is rich, like the sun sets in the East ! 7. John is rich, like hell ! Table 1 : Some Pseudo-comparative sentences These sentences generally may have a phonological juncture after rich, especially for emphasis, when just may ironically be inserted after the pause. It is notable that while all sentences in Table 1 have the same speech act function of denial as (2b), yet none of them overtly contains a negative marker. So it would seem that an overt negative marker is not the exclusive means to put forward opposing propositions.
What is of special interest is that sentences such as (3) to (7) are grammatically complex comparative sentences wherein attributes of two propositions in the first and second constituent sentences are being compared. However, these are not normal but pseudo-comparative sentences.
For the sentences in Table 1 under discussion, we can designate A to represent the proposition "John is rich" and B to represent a range of proposition(s) such as those contained in the second constituent sentences.
A two-step logical deduction is called for: The two propositions A and B are being equated with respect to some attribute in the pseudo-comparative sentences. This equated attribute allows for comparison and pragmatic manipulation by means of logical reasoning uniquely incorporated into the human communication chain. Thus assuming B is not true, then A is also not true (Modus Tollens or Modus Tollendo Tollens: the mood that by denying denies). This means, for example, in (3), since there was only one unique Queen of Sheba in Biblical times, the speaker could not conceivably be assumed to be the Queen of Sheba 1 ; so there is inherent falsehood in the second proposition, and hence the first proposition is also false by Modus Tollens. When A is said to be like B, then some attribute of A is expected to be found in B, but the converse case is not necessarily true. In this case, the wealth of A is not being compared with the wealth of the Queen of Sheba (which would be conceivable), but with the speaker's identity as 
Some linguistic features of Pseudo-comparative sentences
Let us further observe some unusual syntactic properties of the above sentences, which justify their being classified as "pseudo-comparative sentences".
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Consider some familiar and culturally bound examples:
8a. John is rich like Mary is beautiful 8b. John is as rich as Mary is beautiful
We could have a comparative degree variant for it:
9. John is more rich than Mary is beautiful
There is in (8a), (8b) and (9) -with-Mary-same-has money "Johnson is as rich as Mary" Furthermore, in English the following sentences would be pragmatically problematical:
10. *John is more rich than I am the Queen of Sheba 11. *John is more rich than I am a monkey's uncle 12. *John is more rich than I am the Premier of China 13. *John is more rich than the sunset of the East This is simply because rich and beautiful are gradable attributes, whereas regal existence, simian bloodties, premiership of China and direction of sunset are non-gradable, and in English only gradable, though not identical attributes, may be compared. On the other hand, in Chinese only both gradable and identical attributes may be compared. Thus, by comparison and as can be expected, no similar pseudo-comparative Chinese sentences for (10) to (13) are conceivable.
We can note further that in some dialects of East coast American English, the order of constituent sentences can be readily reversed to project the same illocutionary force of denial: -devil-PART-has money "Johnson is rich, no surprise!"
-has-devil-(X)-money "Johnson has no S-money at all !" These equivalent constructions are quite likely derived from pseudo-conditional sentences (see Tsou 1989) 4 .
From Exclamatory Denial to Superlative Intensifier
It would seem from the comparison of English and Chinese that Chinese has more stringent restrictions on the nature and typological compatibility of attributes being matched in (pseudo-) comparative sentences. Furthermore, while there is evidence that modus tollens has been idiomaticized in English to convey denial in pseudo-comparative sentences, we can see from the previous examples that the Chinese language does not seem to make use of the same approach in quite a comparable way in pseudo-comparative sentences, but pseudo-conditional 就 'then'.
Furthermore Cantonese differs from Mandarin.
When the epithet "like hell" is not preposed as in (7) and used in a single utterance with no phonological juncture, then there is no denial but emphatic stress on the extreme extent of gradable attribute, such as rich, implying almost the superlative degree of comparison.
This process is relatively productive:
27. John is rich like hell 28. John is rich like anything
John is rich like Fort Knox 30. John is rich like Bill Gates
With the possible exception of (27) and (28) these examples seem to be normal comparative sentences in which the magnitude of the attribute wealth is compared between two parties. Sentence (27) and (28) may be accounted for by recalling that in English the magnitude of different attributes can be compared. Thus the extent of John's wealth could be compared with possibly the intensity of "(purgatorial?) heat or punishment" with an added measure of contempt or displeasure (27). This analysis seems supported by the use of the dummy epithet "like anything" ("The joker is wild perhaps") in sentence (28) and that "like anything" cannot be preposed as in (18) to convey denial.
Our analysis would account for the two different sources of illocutionary forces for like hell. It is important to note again that such relatively idiomaticized expression makers have become conventionalized epithets and are culturally bound.
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Furthermore, the derivation of "like hell" in (27) is very different from (7), as analyzed in section 1.
In Chinese, there are similar linguistic provisions but Mandarin differs from Cantonese.
-his-mother-de-similar-has money "Johnson is rich like hell !"
-very-devil-similar-has money "Johnson is rich like hell !"
-very-devil-X-similar-has money "Johnson is rich like f-hell !"
-devil-like-X-has money "Johnson is rich like hell !" X = expletive or profanity. Its use indicates extreme contempt (in contrast to more disdainful reaction with the use of 鬼 gwai . It may be placed just before the underlying adverbial 咁 gaam 'like' or even before 鬼 gwai.
It is clear from these examples that through the insertion of expletive or profane expressions as adverbials in Mandarin and Cantonese, the magnitude of the underlying linguistic gradable attribute has been emphatically marked. The emphasis could include an element of contempt or displeasure, especially when an additional expletive is involved. The superficial links to comparatives are tenuous and show little productive derivation but more readily frozen idiomatization involving expletive or profane epithets.
At the same time, it is interesting to note that Mandarin and Cantonese differ in the use of profane expressions or expletives, with Cantonese allowing for the dual use of both profanity gwai (devil) and expletive X, but not Mandarin, where expletives seem to be much preferred over profanity. -devil-X-very-open heart "Johnson is happy to be rich"
